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MEMORANDUM
To: Towm Clark
From: Dave Schustex
Date: September 19, 1996

Subject: CALFED (BDAC) Agricultural Water Use Efficiency.

Agriculture’s response to CALFED staft’s effort to develop an agricultural watex use efficiency
component of the Delta solution was discussed at the CUWA/AG Policy Committee’s September
9, 1996 meeting, '

The wban representatives stated that, in their opinion, the agricultural water use efficiency
Peosess was going 0o whese fast. They said that the environmentalist were pushing hard for
mandatory water use efficiency programs fot both uchan and agricultural water usces and that
M(CUWA)m:xplonng unundamymbanprogumwiththemvmmnenhhst. They
that the wrater users were not to a mandatory progrem and
water usess may Dot even be willing o participate 1 the proposed AB 3616_
.program. They argued the agricultural water users were putting the urban sector in a tough spot.
They would look like fools if they agree to a mandatory urban water use peogram and the
* agriculture water users were not required to do the same. They may be setting up agriculture if
they sgree to 2 mandstory urban water use program which others such as the state legislature
might try to impose similar mandatory requirements on agriculture.

LmSnowpamoxpatcdmtheabovedmussim Hjsmessage seemsed to be that the agricultural

attmned. Th onlyrcp:uﬁaﬁvelxemnomdbymwuBmDnBom. }!zwentoqnoay
that agriculture needed to be for something and not simply to continue to oppose

being proposed. The way he made this last point seemed 40 be & ples for us to bring »
Agriculiural Watee Use Efficiency Program.to CALFEDL
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The CUWA comments did not have much affect, at least on me. The environmentalist and
CALFED staff seem to believe that they need assurances that agriculture and wban water users
will usc water made available theough the Delta solution cfficiently. A draft CALFED document
entitied “Agriculiutal Wates Use Efficicncy Weontainsﬂnfoﬂowing

. Provide adequate assurances that agriculture water supplies will be used efficiently
- A central tenet of the CALFED process is that all interests will move forward together.
As we plan for possible improvements in water conveyance and storage, it will be
important for stakeholders and taxpayers to be assured that existing wates supplies age
being used efficiently, The approach we take must provide the information and include
the tools to offer this assurance.

SkAN N U
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My reaction to this language is why do they need that assurance? The.amonut of agricuitural or
wban consenvation will net cfiect the selection of the. final Delta solution, the evalvation of any
alternative, or the comparison of the alternatives. Water conservation targets are only important
if the success of a total solution to all of California’s water supply problems is being evaluated.
Water conservation quantities axe irrelevant to a partial sohution which the Delta solution is or
should be. The fact that the environmentalists and CALFED staff still fail to understand this fact
is not agriculture’s fault and agricuiture shouid not respond by offeringa-conservation program
that is desipned tosolven problem that doesn’t exist®

The fact that CUWA scesms to be falling into this trap is not surprising and should not be
emulated by agriculture. However, Saow’s comments did get-my attention. Are our people not
boing responsive or persuasive? I there a problem agriculture shonld address?

Sooun after the Scptember 9, 1995 CUWA/Ag moeting 1 read 8 Michac! Heaton memocandum

(copy attached) on this same issuc. Heaton is wotking for CALFED and is supposed to represent
agriculture in inteynal CALFED water use efficiency discussions. Homlon scems 10-be saying the
same.thing as Snow. Agriculture needs to be for something and not always against anything
proposed by others. Mike’s specific statement (page 3) was “Ths point is, X think it is tirac for ag
to be for something. as opposed to being against whatever is being proposed.”

The next document to reach my desk was Terry Exlewine’s memorandum {copy attached)
reposting the results of the August 28 Water Use Bificiency Work Group meeting. The key
pmgraphm'l‘erry s memorandum is:

“My impression of the discussion was that cveryone was talking past cach other on the draft
agricubtutal water use efficiency strategy. Environmental reps seemed to want more from the
program and did not believe the tools were sufficicat. Agriculture reps mildly questioned the
need for many of the identified tools and mere strongly questioned the need for additional
intrusive controls.”
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Finally, I received & copy of Lloyd Fryer's memorandum to KCWA's member agencics (copy
attached) describing the August 28 Work Group meeting. Lloyd attached a copy of the deaft
CALFED “Agricultural Water Use Efficiency Strategy™ paper and Bill DuBois comments on that
paper. Both Lioyd’s and Bill’s memorandums wers wefl done and while reading the

“Agricaltural Water Use Efficiency Strategy” it-becumeolear So'me that the problem Eegter
Smew and-others etitibute-to agricultiure's soproscntation is not due 10: thet Tepresentation but dee
igstead:to dho inappeopriateness of the CALFED sgriculture and uzban wates use-cfiiiency
Hositien.

There are lots of issucs in the so-called strategy paper that can be used to support the above
oonclution One of the most flagrant examples ix that wadee Sransfors-ace considered dn
important compoacnt of & water me officiencystrstefy. As Bill DuBois explains, the only time
watexumsfcnmightphyamkmawatcrmnoncMMbeuaMngmnhmm
for construction of water conservation facilitics. A more important question, which Lioyd raises,

is what!finkege hmmmmmmﬂnw{mmm
degived front 2 'CALFED Bay-DeRa solutidn?

The draft CALFED “Agricultural Water Use Efficiency Strategy™ paper like most of the products
of CALFED is written by people with a superficial undesstanding of California’s physical and
institutional water system. The staff, environmentalists, and most of the public believe that water
conscrvation is an integral part of California’s water supply problem. Quoting from the strategy

Arvip: This area derives its water supply
mmughsurﬁoutongemdgtmdmpmmhg The water supply system developed to meet
this arca’s water supply needs is not connected operationally to the Bay-Delta system. Water
conservation in thig arex will result in a more relinbie supply for the area and less pumping from
the groundwaser. Water conservation in this arca will not increase Delta inflow or affect the
amount of water pumped from the Dekta.

Sacramento Valley: Water conservation measures in the majority of the Sacramento Valloy will
result in a reduction in retun flows (surface and/or subsurfacc) to the rivers and no net gain in
water supplics availablc to the system. In the few areas where water conservation could result in
a net reduction in water use that reduction will primasily benefit the Central Valley Project
(CVP) and State Water Project (SWP) and not the Bay-Delta. A reduction in use upstream of the
Defta thwough water conservation would result in small increases in Delta outflow when the
system is in an uncontrolled condition. In other words, when there are surplus flows in the Delta
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(winter;and early spring months in mwost years) a reduction in upstream use will increase the
magaitade of the surplus flow. This increate will have o measurable benefit to the ecosystem if
you assume the Delta outflow requirements selected by CALFED provide sufficient water to
protect the ccosystem. If not, the solution is to establish more appropriate Delta outflow
requirements not to mandate water conservation measures,

Page 4

The majority of any reduction upstream of the Delta due to water conservation will occur dusing
controlled conditions. This reduction will result in Jesy releases from the CVP and SWP for
maintenance of Delta outflow requirements and an increase in project water supplies. So the
primary affect of water conservation north of the Delta that results in a reduction in water use
would be an increase in SWP and CVP supplies and increased project pumping from the Delta.

Water conservation measures north of the Delta would reduce diversions and, therefore, the
direct impeact of those diversions on fish (primarily salmon). This problem is slso being
addressed through the construction of fish screens. Water conservation will not reduce the need
for effective screens. Diversion reductions would also improve in stream flow conditions is
some streams and tivers in northem Califomia. Water conservation in Northern Califocnia
should be pursued in situations whore in stecam habitat could be improved through reductions in
diversions and not on a across the board mandated program and not as part of a Bay-Delta
solution designed to increase water supply relisbility and improve Bay-Dejta ecosystem health.

Westside San Joaquin Valley from Tiuey to Kettloman City: This arcas water supply needs are
met through the Delta Mendota Canal, the CVP's San Luis Unit, and groundwater pumping. The
physical capacity of the delivery systems is not sufficient to meet the water supply nceds of the
area. The water service contractors in this arca will receive a 100% supply only in wet years,
Water conservation is and will coatinue to be used in this area to meet a chronic watee shostage
situation. Water conservation in this srea will 108 xéduce the amount of water pumped from the
Delta.

Southern San Joaquin Valley: This area is primarily agricultural with the water supply provided
by Sierra reservoirs on cach significant river in the area, Friant Dam detiveries through the
Friant-Kera Canal, groundwater, and SWP deliveries. The area generally has three types of
water gupply situations.

For example, Kem County has a groundwater overdraft, a significantly variable water supplics
from Ftiant, and an unreliable SWP water supply. Waier conservation is used to cope with SWP
water shortages or reduce the groundwater punping in years whea the arca has an adequate SWP
water supply and fittle water available from Friant. Water conservation measures will not reduce
the axaount of water pumped from the Delta bocause all water available to Xem County will be
medmwduoethcgtomdmeomdmﬁandmimmgtmmdmmform&mmg
water short years.

L.
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The Tulase Lake area uscs surface water developed by storage facilities on Sietra river, SWP
wm,:ndgmmdwm Water conservation is used to reduce drainage quantitiessnd
groundwater pumping. Water consexvation measures will not decrease Delta pumping because
any additional water made availablc by a Bay-Delta solution will be used to decrease the need to

use groundwater,

A third example in this area is water districts with anty one water supply option and that is the
SWP. Thc SWP water supply as been inadequate to meet the districts needs many of the past
few years. Water conservation atd numerous complex water transfers have been used to moet
these districts water supply needs. Any additional water made available by & Bay-Delta solution
will be used to reduce the need fod expensive water transfers and will not reduce the amount of
water pumped from the Delta,

Southern Califomnia and South San Francisco Bay: These areas are paimarily utban water users.
Water conservation has become an economical virble water supply option for these areas.
Conserved water in these coastal areas is “‘ceal™ water in the since that unused deainage flows to
an usable water supply source whete its lost to further use, usnally the ocean. Therefore, water
conservation is being pursued aggressively in Southemn California and the San Francisco Bay

arca.

Conserved water in these areas will reduce the nced for water fiom the Delta through either the
CVP or SWP. Water conserved in these areas reduces the need for CVP or SWP. That seduction
will reduce Delta pumping when the agriculture water users age receiving a 100% water supply.
Water conserved in years when agriculture is not getting s 100% supply will automatically be
allocated to agriculturc and will oot effect the quantities of water pumped from the Delta. The
CVP agriculture water users receive a 100% in very wet years only. Years when everyone and
the environment has more than sufficient water supplies available. SWP agriculture water users
are assured a 100% supply in nonmal or wetter years. So coastal areas conservation cfforts will
result in reduced SWP Delta pumping in normal or wetter years.

The CALFED Bay-Delta solution is t6 reduce the conflict between the water needs of the
ecosystem uod the agriculture/urban water uscrs. That conflict occurs in dryer years. Therefore,
urban water conservation in Southesn Califormia and the south San Francisco Bay area will not
reduce the need for water pumped from the Delta during water years when the conflict between
water user needs and ecosystem habitat needs occurs.

In summary, neither urban or agriculture water use efficiency will affect in any way the analysis
of aiternative Bay-Delta solutions or the sclection of 8 prefecred Bay-Delta solution, Water use
efficiency will continue to be impostant to both agriculture and urban water users dependent on
Bay-Delta water supplics as a means of coping with water shortages and as an alternative water
supply in the urban coastal areas.

I'm sory for the long diatribe. I find it frustrating that agriculturs is onoc agsin being deacribed
uwnwmwmmmmmmnﬂmamcdunesmcomym
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dealing reality of what water conservation can and cannot acconplish. 1 808 Miving Lésici Sibw
wmwmmme&mmmummwmmmw
Work Groug troublisig when I find the problem i his staff's product. That product is based on 3
technically inaccurate public perception that water conservation is an impostant component of the
Bay-Delta solution. Lester's probiem is a PR problem andnot s problem with sgricultoue and its
reprcscatatives. He needs to explain to the enviropmentalists and the public why water
conservation is not relevant to his task, Usban reproscotatives need to stop feeding the inaccurate
water conscrvation perception by agrecing to discuss mandatory water conservation whea they
know, or should know, that its not an impostant component necded to develop an sgreement oa &
preferred Bay-Delta solution.

Qbwicusly, I do pot belicve we need pew representation in the BDAC Weter use Efficisncy Work

iroup. We do need to develop a policy strategy for our pasticipation in this group. Are we

goiog to ignore their work becauss of its poor quality? Are we going 1o work to help this group
understand, technically, why water conservation does not affect the analysis of Bay-Deita
alternative solutions? Are we going to develop our own agricultural warer use efficiency
CALFED component? Qur representatives do need guidance on how 0 approach the situation
they find themscelves in. I would be willing to participate in this process if you wish,

cc:  Tom Huributt
Dan Nelson
Lloyd Fryer
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